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ORDER  OF  REFERENCE 

Extract  from  the  Minutes  of  Proceedings  of  the  Senate  for  Wednesday, 
28  January,  1959. 

“Pursuant  to  the  Order  of  the  Day,  the  Honourable  Senator  Aseltine  moved, 
seconded  by  the  Honourable  Senator  Monette,  that  the  Bill  S-2,  intituled:  An 
Act  to  amend  the  Public  Lands  Grants  Act,  be  read  the  second  time. 

After  debate,  and — 

The  question  being  put  on  the  motion,  it  was — 

Resolved  in  the  affirmative. 

The  Bill  was  then  read  the  second  time. 

The  Honourable  Senator  Aseltine  moved,  seconded  by  the  Honourable 
Senator  Brunt,  that  the  Bill  be  referred  to  the  Standing  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Commerce. 

The  question  being  put  on  the  motion,  it  was — 

Resolved  in  the  affirmative.” 

J.  F.  MacNEILL, 

Clerk  of  the  Senate. 
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MINUTES  OF  PROCEEDINGS 


Wednesday,  February  18,  1959. 


Pursuant  to  adjournment  and  notice  the  Standing  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Commerce  met  this  day  at  10.30  a.m. 

Present:  The  Honourable  Senators:  Hayden,  Chairman;  Aseltine,  Bouffard, 
Connolly  ( Ottawa  West),  Crerar,  Euler,  Farquhar,  Farris,  Gershaw,  Golding, 
Gouin,  Haig,  Hardy,  Horner,  Hugessen,  Isnor,  Kinley,  Lambert,  Leonard, 
Macdonald,  Monette,  Power,  Reid,  Taylor  (Norfolk),  Turgeon,  Vaillancourt, 
Wall  and  Woodrow — (28). 

In  attendance:  Mr.  E.  Russell  Hopkins,  ^aw  Clerk  and  Parliamentary 
Counsel  and  the  Official  Reporters  of  the  Senate. 

Bill  S-2,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public  Lands  Grants  Act,  was  further 
considered. 

On  a motion  to  amend  the  Bill  as  follows:  — 

Page  1,  line  9:  after  the  word  “lands”  insert  the  following:  “not  required 
for  public  purposes  of  Her  Majesty  in  right  of  Canada”,  the  Committee  divided 
as  follows:  — 


The  Motion  to  amend  the  Bill  was  carried  in  the  affirmative. 

Mr.  C.  R.  O.  Munro,  Chief  of  Legal  Services,  Department  of  Public  Works, 
was  further  heard  in  explanation  of  the  Bill. 

The  further  consideration  of  the  Bill  was  postponed. 

At  12.15  p.m.  the  Committee  adjourned  to  the  call  of  the  Chairman. 


YEAS 

13 


NAYS 

2 


Attest. 


Gerard  Lemire, 
Clerk  of  the  Committee. 
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THE  SENATE 

STANDING  COMMITTEE  ON  BANKING  AND  COMMERCE 

EVIDENCE 

Ottawa,  Wednesday,  February  18,  1959. 

The  Standing  Committee  on  Banking  and  Commerce,  to  whom  was  referred 
Bill  S-2,  to  amend  the  Public  Lands  Grants  Act  met  this  day  at  10.30  a.m. 

Senator  Hayden  in  the  Chair. 

The  Chairman:  We  have  before  us  Bill  S-2,  which  proposes  an  amendment 
to  the  Public  Lands  Grants  Act. 

Honourable  senators  will  recall  that  this  bill  was  before  us  several  weeks 
ago,  and  that  the  point  at  issue  was  referred  to  a subcommittee  to  give  it  con- 
sideration and  report  back.  I can  say  that  the  subcommittee  has  considered 
the  matter  in  the  light  of  the  discussion  which  took  .place  at  that  time,  and 
of  which  you  have  a transcript. 

Senator  Macdonald:  Probably  you  might  refresh  our  memories — two  weeks 
have  intervened. 

The  Chairman;  The  neat  point  that  we  were  concerned  with  at  that  time — 
and  there  was  a subsidiary  one  to  which  I will  also  refer — was  that  by  section 
4 of  the  statute  as  it  stands  at  the  present  time  authority  is  given  to  the  Gov- 
ernor in  Council  to  sell,  lease  or  otherwise  dispose  of  public  lands  not  required 
for  public  purposes.  Then,  when  we  came  to  consider  the  amendment  which 
provided  for  a particular  way  of  dealing  with  the  transfer  of  public  lands  from 
Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  Canada  to  Her  Majesty  in  any  other  right,  the  thing 
that  presented  difficulty  was  that  the  Crown  is  indivisible,  and  therefore  it 
is  not  proper  to  do  it  as  you  would  ordinarily  do  it,  by  deed  or  transfer. 

This  amendment  proposed  that  the  Governor  in  Council  might  order  a 
transfer  of  the  administration  and  control  of  those  public  lands  that  were 
moving  from  Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  Canada  to  Her  Majesty  in  any  other 
right.  You  will  note  that  in  the  amendment  proposed  the  words  of  limitation, 
“not  required  for  public  purposes”,  which  appear  in  section  4 of  the  statute  are 
not  repeated  in  this  section  of  the  bill,  and  there  seemed  to  be  a fair  body 
of  feeling  that  the  words  of  limitation  in  some  form  should  appear. 

Your  subcommittee  recommends  to  you  that  after  the  word  “lands”  in 
line  9 of  the  bill,  the  following  words  be  inserted: 

“not  required  for  public  purposes  of  Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  Canada.” 

It  is  recommended  those  words  be  inserted  so  as  to  make  it  absolutely 
clear  that  the  same  limitation  applies  in  relation  to  any  such  transaction  as 
generally  applies  under  section  4 of  the  Public  Lands  Grants  Act. 

Senator  Power:  In  fact,  it  is  clearer  than  the  original  act,  which  says, 
“...not  required  for  public  purposes.”  In  this  instance  you  cover  the  case 
where  it  would  be  required  for  public  purposes  in  the  province. 

The  Chairman:  Yes. 

Senator  Power:  And  you  say,  “not  required  for  public  purposes  in  the 
right  of  Canada.” 

The  Chairman:  That  is  right. 

Senator  Power:  So  you  clarify  the  original  act  and  you  put  back  the 
limitation. 
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The  Chairman:  That  is  right,  so  we  put  in  this  limitation.  There  is  a 
subsidiary  one  but  possibly  before  we  proceed  to  that  we  should  deal  with 
this  and  ascertain  whether  this  report  of  the  subcommittee — on  which  I may 
say  there  was  unanimity — meets  with  the  approval  of  the  committee.  Senator 
Aseltine,  have  you  anything  to  say  on  that? 

Senator  Aseltine:  No  objection  to  that. 

The  Chairman:  Mr.  Munro  is  here  from  the  department.  Have  you  any- 
thing to  say  on  this,  Mr.  Munro? 

Mr.  Munro:  No,  Mr.  Chairman.  I do  not  think  there  would  be  any 
objection  on  the  part  of  the  Government  as  to  this  proposal.  I cannot  say  as 
to  the  actual  wording  of  the  revision  but  not  as  to  the  principle. 

The  Chairman:  You  will  have  another  chance  as  to  the  wording  if  you 
do  not  get  it  here.  Is  the  committee  favorable  to  this? 

Senator  Farris:  As  I understood  the  explanation,  section  4 originally  gave 
authority  to  sell  or  otherwise  dispose  of  land,  and  this  amendment  was  intended 
to  deal  with  the  question  of  transfer.  I am  wondering  why  the  question  of 
transfer  is  so  much  more  limited  than  the  authority  under  section  4?  Under 
section  4 you  can  authorize  the  sale  or  disposition  of  land  not  required  for 
public  purposes,  whether  the  public  purpose  is  federal  or  provincial.  Why  is  it 
that  the  same  limitation  is  not  in  section  4 that  you  are  putting  in  what  is 
now  subsection  2? 

The  Chairman:  Senator  Farris,  if  you  wish  me  to  answer  that  I will.  So 
far  as  section  4 of  the  act  is  concerned  I think  the  limitation  is  intended  to 
be  a limitation  on  the  granting  or  transferring  authority,  which  would  be 
Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  Canada  because  this  is  a federal  statute  and  we 
could  not  legislate  limitations  of  what  Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  a province 
might  do.  I think  the  words,  “not  required  for  public  purposes”  would,  if  an 
interpretation  was  sought  in  the  courts,  be  held  to  relate  the  position  of  Her 
Majesty  in  the  right  of  Canada — that  is  not  required  for  public  purposes  of 
Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  Canada.  Then  we  have  not  the  broadness  you  are 
talking  about  except  that  section  4 is  a more  general  section  giving  authority 
to  Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  Canada  to  sell,  lease  or  otherwise  dispose  of 
public  lands  not  required  for  public  purposes.  There  is  no  limitation  there  as 
to  who  may  acquire  those  lands.  It  may  be  Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  a 
province.  It  could  be  Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  some  other  Commonwealth 
territory  of  which  she  is  the  Queen,  or  it  may  be  a person  other  than  Her 
Majesty.  It  may  be  an  individual  or  a corporation.  But  in  all  those  cases  under 
section  4 the  broad  limitation  is  that  the  Governor  in  Council  must  first 
decide  that  the  lands  are  not  required  for  public  purposes  of  Her  Majesty  in 
the  right  of  Canada.  It  may  be  an  individual;  it  may  be  a corporation;  but  in 
all  these  cases  under  section  4 the  broad  limitation  is  that  the  Governor  in 
Council  must  first  decide  that  the  lands  are  not  required  for  the  public  purposes 
of  Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  Canada.  All  we  are  saying  in  this  amending 
section  by  inserting  these  words  is  that  when  you  come  down  to  the  case  of  a 
particular  relationship — Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  Canada,  and  Her  Majesty 
in  any  other  right — these  words  of  limitation  must  be  inserted  in  there,  and 
the  Governor  in  Council  must  first  determine  that  the  lands  are  not  required 
for  the  public  purposes  of  Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  Canada. 

Senator  Farris:  My  perplexity  still  exists. 

The  Chairman:  I did  not  expect  that  I could  resolve  it  to  the  entire  satis- 
faction of  everyone,  but  I am  personally  satisfied. 

Senator  Farris:  The  right  to  authorize  a sale  is  provided,  “or  other  disposi- 
tion”. Now  why  should  not  the  method  of  transfer  be  identical  with  the  right 
to  decide  to  transfer? 
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The  Chairman:  I think  it  is. 

Senator  Connolly  ( Ottawa  West):  Does  this  help  Senator  Farris  in  any- 
way? I have  not  got  the  original  act  before  me,  but  as  I recall  it,  when  we 
were  discussing  it  the  other  day  tlie  first  part  of  section  4,  which  is  now  on  the 
books,  refers  to  a document  like  a deed  or  a lease  or  some  other  document  of 
that  kind  where  the  fee  goes.  This  was  explained  to  me  the  other  day  on  a 
point  that  I raised — that  here  it  is  not  a question  of  a transfer  of  the  fee,  it  is 
a question  of  the  transfer  of  administration  only.  Is  that  right? 

Senator  Hugessen:  That  is  right. 

Senator  Connolly  ( Ottawa  West ) : So  that  as  between  Her  Majesty  in 
the  right  of  the  dominion,  and  Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  a province,  the  fee 
remains  in  Her  Majesty:  what  is  transferred  is  the  administration  of  the  prop- 
erty, to  be  dealt  with  by  Order  in  Council.  Am  I right,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Senator  Farris:  I will  read  the  original  section:  I have  it  before  me: 

4.  The  Governor  in  Council  may  (a)  authorize  the  sale,  lease  or 
other  disposition  of  any  public  lands  that  are  not  required  for  public 
purposes — 

Senator  Monette:  The  only  difference  in  the  two,  on  this  subject  under 
discussion,  is  that  in  the  original  section  4 the  Governor  in  Council  is  given  a 
power  to  authorize  a sale,  while  in  this  amendment  the  Governor  in  Council 
is  given  the  power  to  transfer  the  administration,  and  he  can  do  that  simply 
by  Order  in  Council,  while  under  section  4 the  Governor  in  Council  was  em- 
powered to  authorize  a sale,  not  to  do  it  by  Order  in  Council.  It  is  a procedural 
amendment  that  we  have. 

Senator  Connolly  ( Ottawa  West):  Oh,  yes,  senator.  Under  existing  sec- 
tion 4 it  is  the  Governor  in  Council  authorizing  the  sale,  so  it  is  done  by  the 
Order  in  Council. 

Senator  Farris:  The  point  is  that  the  amendment  was  to  provide  for  a 
method  of  transfer  after  the  authorization  was  made;  and  if  that  is  all  that 
is  involved — 

Senator  Connolly  ( Ottawa  West) : I don’t  think  so. 

The  Chairman:  May  I just  throw  out  this  idea.  I think  subsection  2 is 
an  independent  section.  You  have  got  subsection  (1),  which  deals  with  the 
situation  referred  to  there,  and  subsection  (2),  which  deals  with  a particular 
situation  and  independently.  That  is  why  we  are  repeating  the  words  “not 
required  for  public  purposes”,  in  subsection  (2),  because  we  were  not  at  all 
satisfied  they  would  carry  through  into  subsection  (1). 

Senator  Farris:  If  that  is  so  it  means  that  the  authority  under  subsection 
(1)  is  wider  than  subsection  (2);  and  if  that  is  so  how  are  you  going  to  make 
this  provision  that  is  not  in  the  provision  in  subsection  (2)? 

The  Chairman:  When  you  say  the  authority  is  wider  under  subsection 
(1)  of  section  4,  it  covers  a broader  field  of  operation. 

Senator  Farris:  The  question  has  arisen  that  that  authorization  does  not 
include  the  method  by  which  the  transfer  is  made. 

The  Chairman:  In  the  decision  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  it  was 
obiter  by  one  of  the  judges  that  it  was  questionable  whether  you  could,  without 
statutory  authority,  make  a transfer  from  Her  Majesty  in  one  right  to  another 
by  order  in  council,  and  this  section  is  intended  to  make  that  authority. 

Senator  Connolly  ( Ottawa  West):  I see  that  the  explanatory  note  says, 
“it  may  be  argued  that  this  authorizes  only  grants  from  the  Crown.”  In  this 
case  it  was  explained  the  other  day  that  we  were  not  talking  about  grants 
from  the  Crown,  but  transfer  of  administration. 
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The  Chairman:  Yes,  on  the  theory  that  the  Crown  is  indivisible  and 
cannot  transfer  from  one  pocket  to  another. 

Senator  Hugessen:  The  Crown  cannot  sell  to  itself  and  it  cannot  re-sell. 

The  Chairman:  Yes,  that  argues,  too,  that  this  is  an  independent  sub- 
section. 

Senator  Macdonald:  Under  section  4 the  Governor  in  Council  can  authorize 
the  sale  of  any  public  lands  to  any  one  outright. 

The  Chairman:  Or  any  lesser  interest. 

Senator  Macdonald:  Or  any  lesser  interest;  but  if  it  is  desired  to  merely 
transfer  the  administration  and  control  of  those  lands,  then  it  would  have  to 
be  done  under  subsection  (2). 

Senator  Monette:  You  could  do  it  by  order  in  council. 

Senator  Macdonald:  But  if  it  were  the  desire  to  sell  outright  the  interest 
of  Her  Majesty  in  right  of  Canada  of  any  public  lands,  then  it  can  be  done 
under  (a). 

The  Chairman:  No,  if  the  transaction  is  one  in  relation  to  public  lands 
and  it  is  going  to  be  between  Her  Majesty  in  right  of  Canada  and  Her 
Majesty  in  right  of  any  other  right — which  would  be  in  right  of  a province  or 
in  right  of  some  Commonwealth  country  of  which  she  is  the  Queen,  then  the 
form  which  the  transfer  takes  must  be  under  this  new  subsection  (2),  and  it 
proceeds  by  way  of  order  in  council,  because  it  cannot  make  a deed  and  an 
absolute  transfer  from  one  pocket  to  another,  so  you  transfer  the  administra- 
tion and  control. 

Senator  Macdonald:  Subsection  (2)  is  only  limited  to  the  transfer  of  the 
administration  and  control  from  Her  Majesty  in  right  of  Canada  to  Her  Majesty 
in  another  right,  but  it  does  not  refer  to  the  sale  outright. 

The  Chairman:  There  is  no  such  thing. 

Senator  Hugessen:  There  cannot  be  a sale  from  Her  Majesty  in  one  right 
to  Her  Majesty  in  another  right,  because  Her  Majesty  is  indivisible.  All  she 
can  do  is  to  transfer  the  administration  from  one  right  to  another. 

Senator  Macdonald:  That  answers  my  question. 

Senator  Farris:  It  does  not  answer  mine. 

Senator  Gouin:  Before  it  is  too  late,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  other  day  I made 
a remark  concerning  the  transfer  to  Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  another  member 
of  the  Commonwealth  or  of  the  United  Kingdom.  I am  not  opposed  to  such 
transfers  but  I do  not  think  they  should  be  made  merely  by  an  Order  in 
Council.  I am  in  favour  of  the  amendment  which  the  Chairman  reported, 
when  the  land  is  not  required  for  any  purposes  of  Canada.  I respectfully 
submit  that  we  should  also  amend  line  6,  “in  any  right  other  than  Canada” 
and  replace  them  by  the  words,  “in  right  of  any  other  province  of  Canada”. 
I understand  this  was  the  purpose  of  the  bill  when  it  was  first  introduced. 
When  land  is  transferred,  of  course,  all  enjoyment  of  it  is  transferred  too. 

Senator  Monette:  Your  remarks,  Senator  Gouin,  are  dealt  with  in  another 
amendment. 

The  Chairman:  We  have  an  amendment  such  as  you  advise,  Senator  Gouin. 

Senator  Gouin:  I am  sorry.  I wanted  to  have  that  point  clarified. 

The  Chairman:  Senator  Farris,  I am  bothered  that  we  do  not  grasp  the 
point  that  you  are  getting  at. 

Senator  Farris:  Well,  let  me  try  it  just  once  more.  In  section  4 I agree 
with  the  suggestion  that  it  might  deal  with  the  disposition  of  land  other  than 
by  a mere  transfer  but  it  might  go  outside  of  the  transfer  to  Her  Majesty.  If 
the  transfer  is  merely  to  Her  Majesty  in  another  capacity  you  have  limited  the 
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words,  “not  required  for  public  purposes”  by  the  words,  “in  the  right  of 
Canada”,  but  if  you  are  disposing  of  it  by  deed  to  some  corporation,  let  us 
say,  Canada  can  do  that  even  though  it  might  be  required  for  public  purposes 
of  the  province. 

The  Chairman:  I agree  with  that. 

Senator  Farris:  What  I cannot  understand  is  why  you  put  those  words  in 
in  the  one  case  and  not  in  the  other. 

The  Chairman:  The  answer  is  simple.  This  is,  as  far  as  subsection  1 of 
section  4 is  concerned,  now  the  law,  and  all  we  are  doing  is  attempting  to  make 
the  proposed  amendment  satisfactory  to  cover  what  we  think  it  should. 

Senator  Farris:  But  when  you  put  in  another  form  of  disposition  words 
that  are  not  in  here  you  have  an  inconsistency  in  the  two  which  I think  does 
not  clarify  the  meaning. 

The  Chairman:  If  the  courts  were  asked  to  interpret  this,  “not  required 
for  public  purposes”  in  subsection  1 of  section  4 I think  the  interpretation 
would  be  that  it  would  read  into  those  words,  “of  Her  Majesty  in  the  right 
of  Canada”. 

Senator  Farris:  But  the  very  fact  that  you  made  a distinction  in  subsection 
2 would  take  away  that  conclusion. 

Senator  Connolly  ( Ottawa  West):  Perhaps  Senator  Farris  has  a point 
and  so  should  the  committee  consider  also  amending  subsection  1 (a)  to  have  it 
read  in  the  same  way  as  the  proposed  new  amendment  for  subsection  2. 

Senator  Macdonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  those  words  “not  required  for  purposes 
of  Her  Majesty  in  right  of  Canada”  were  taken  from  a section  of  the  act  now  in 
existence.  Which  one? 

The  Chairman:  Subsection  1 of  section  4,  except  the  additional  words, 
“of  Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  Canada”  are  in  there,  and  what  I say  is  that  in 
any  court  interpretation  they  would  be  read  in  there. 

Senator  Farris:  I agree,  that  would  do;  but  I think  when  you  put  it  in 
that  section,  you  must  also  put  it  in  the  other  section.  If  I were  involved  in 
litigation  on  that  point,  I would  argue  that  the  very  fact  you  have  made  the 
change  in  this  section  and  you  have  not  changed  the  other  section  would  show 
a distinction  between  the  two. 

The  Chairman:  What  you  are  suggesting,  Senator  Farris,  is  that  we  should 
add  only  the  words  “not  required  for  public  purposes”? 

Senator  Farris:  I think  that  you  should  put  it  back  in  section  4 too. 

The  Chairman:  But  you  are  dealing  here  with  a particular  relationship, 
which  is  an  independent  relationship. 

Senator  Farris:  You  are  dealing  with  an  amendment  which  may  change 
the  meaning  of  section  4. 

Senator  Monette:  Perhaps  I could  add  this  comment.  In  the  present  act, 
as  the  Chairman  put  it,  the  transfer  or  sale  authorized  under  section  4 could 
be  made  not  only  to  the  Crown  but  to  an  individual;  therefore,  if  the  Crown 
is  authorized  to  make  such  sales,  it  is  not  necessary  to  say  that  the  property 
sold  is  not  useful  for  purposes  of  Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  Canada,  and 
should  not  be  useful  for  Her  Majesty  in  any  right  when  the  land  is  sold  to  in- 
dividuals. It  is  a disposal  from  the  Crown  to  the  Crown,  and  therefore  Her 
Majesty  in  the  right  of  Canada  could  dispose  of  lands  when  they  are  not 
necessary  for  the  public  purposes  of  Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  Canada.  That 
would  not  obtain  if  you  transferred  the  property  under  the  section  4 to  in- 
dividuals. 
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The  Chairman:  May  I suggest  to  Senator  Farris  that  we  in  this  committee 
have  the  right  to  make  any  amendment  to  a statute  when  we  have  an  amend- 
ing bill  before  us,  and  the  amendment  might  be  regarded  as  consequential 
to  a change  which  we  are  making  under  the  amending  bill.  Therefore,  if  we 
took  the  view  that  it  was  consequential  to  the  amendment  we  are  making  to 
subsection  2 to  add  those  same  words  “of  Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  Canada” 
to  subsection  1,  we  would  have  the  authority  to  do  it. 

Senator  Farris:  In  any  event,  we  don’t  enact  it;  we  are  only  recommend- 
ing it  to  Parliament. 

The  Chairman:  We  are  one  of  the  governing  bodies. 

Senator  Crerar:  Mr.  Chairman,  I would  like  a little  enlightenment  on  a 
point  which  is  a bit  beyond  the  non-legal  members  of  the  committee.  This 
amendment,  as  I understand  it,  gives  authority  to  the  Governor  in  Council  to 
transfer  a piece  of  public  lands  not  only  to  Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  a 
province,  but  to  any  other  person. 

The  Chairman:  No,  the  amendment  does  not  do  that. 

Senator  Crerar:  Then  what  is  the  meaning  of  this: 

The  Governor  in  Council  may  by  order  transfer  to  Her  Majesty  in 
any  right  other  than  Canada  the  administration  and  control  of  the  en- 
tire or  any  lesser  interest  of  Her  Majesty  in  right  of  Canada  in  any 
public  lands  . . . 

What  does  “any  other  right”  mean? 

The  Chairman:  “Her  Majesty  in  any  other  right”  means  Her  Majesty  in 
the  right  of  a province,  Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  Australia,  Her  Majesty  in 
the  right  of  the  United  Kingdom  and  so  on. 

Senator  Crerar:  Let  me  give  a concrete  illustration  of  what  I mean.  The 
national  parks  of  Canada  are  property  of  Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  Canada. 
During  the  war,  for  purposes  of  public  policy,  it  was  deemed  advisable  to  alter 
the  conditions  in  Banff  National  Park  to  give  Calgary  Power  Company  addi- 
tional water  stored  in  the  park,  and  that  had  to  be  done  through  an  amend- 
ment by  Parliament  to  the  Parks  Act. 

What  I am  interested  in  at  the  moment  is,  would  it  be  possible  under  this 
amendment  for  the  Government  by  order  in  council  to  make  such  a transfer 
in  the  future? 

The  Chairman:  I think  the  answer  is  very  simple,  Senator  Crerar,  and  it 
is  this:  in  the  present  section  4 the  Governor  in.  Council  may  authorize  the 
sale,  lease  or  ony  other  disposition  of  public  lands  not  required  for  public 
purposes,  and  then  it  provides  an  exception,  that  this  authority  is  not  ex- 
ercisable under  this  statute  if  there  is  specific  authority  in  some  other  statute 
providing  for  the  disposition  of  the  land.  Section  4 says: 

The  Governor  in  Council  may  (a)  authorize  the  sale,  lease  or  other 
disposition  of  any  public  lands  that  are  not  required  for  public  pur- 
poses— 

And  then  it  goes  on  to  say: 

— and  for  the  sale,  lease  or  other  disposition  of  which  there  is  no  other 
provision  in  the  law. 

Now,  in  the  case  that  you  were  citing  you  had  a statute,  and  you  in- 
corporated a provision  there. 

Senator  Macdonald:  Getting  back  to  Senator  Farris’  objection,  I now  find 
myself  in  accord  with  him.  If  I recall  what  took  place  last  week,  we  decided 
to  amend  the  bill  which  was  presented  to  us  because  it  was  not  in  conformity 
with  clause  1;  in  other  words  there  was  no  reference  to  the  lands  not  being 
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required  for  public  purposes.  As  a result  of  that  we  decided  that  the  bill 
should  be  amended  so  that  clause  2 could  conform  with  clause  1.  Now  we 
have  made  a change,  but  there  is  still  no  conformity. 

The  Chairman:  That  is,  in  the  opinion  of  Senator  Farris  there  is  no 
conformity. 

Senator  Macdonald:  I will  put  it  this  way:  whether  or  not  there  is  con- 
formity, the  words  are  different.  I cannot  see  that  it  is  necessary  to  add  more 
than  the  words  “not  required  for  public  purposes”  in  clause  2:  why  should 
not  the  same  words  be  added  in  clause  1? 

Senator  Hugessen:  But  surely,  senator,  the  answer  to  that  is  this.  In 
clause  2,  dealing  with  transfer  from  Her  Majesty  in  one  right  to  Her  Majesty 
in  another  right, — dominion  right — you  now  require  these  lands,  but  if  they 
are  to  be  transferred  to  Her  Majesty  in  another  right  they  are  obviously 
required  for  some  sort  of  public  purpose,  or  purposes. 

Senator  Farris:  Supposing,  as  between  British  Columbia  and  Alberta, 
both  provinces  require  land,  just  on  the  boundary,  for  public  purposes,  and 
the  dominion  turns  it  over  to  Alberta. 

Senator  Hugessen:  But  the  point,  Senator  Farris,  is  that  we  have  got 
to  leave  in  this  new  subsection  the  statement  that  the  lands  dealt  with  in  the 
subsection  are  not  required  for  public  purposes  of  Her  Majesty  in  the  right 
of  Canada. 

Senator  Farris:  In  this  case  you  give  Canada  the  right  to  deprive  British 
Columbia,  because  you  can  give  the  land  to  another  province  which  has  only 
the  same  need  of  it  as  British  Columbia. 

The  Chairman:  We  are  getting  now  into  the  particular  field  of  provincial 
rights.  Cannot  we  keep  this  on  a “higher”  plane? 

Senator  Farris:  I refer  you  to  Mr.  Duplessis. 

Senator  Monette:  May  I take  a concrete  example.  Under  the  old  act, 
section  4 as  it  is,  the  powers  given  to  the  Governor  in  Council  to  authorize 
a sale  to  anyone  provided  the  property  is  not  required  for  public  purposes. 
Supposing  under  that  section  the  Crown  decided  to  sell  to  any  individual 
something  that  is  not  required  for  public  purposes  for  Canada  but  may  be 
required  for  public  purposes  of  the  province. 

Senator  Farris:  Two  different  provinces. 

Senator  Monette:  Then  you  would  have  the  question:  under  the  original 
act  the  power  is  given  to  sell  only  if  this  is  not  required  for  public  purposes 
generally, — not  limited  to  the  Crown  in  right  of  Canada.  But  when  it  comes 
to  the  amendment  which  provides  only  for  transfer  in  between  the  Crown — 
if  I may  so  put  it — in  divers  capacities,  then  it  is  the  Crown  that  may  transfer 
to  any  province,  and  it  is  no  more  necessary  to  leave  the  language  general,  but 
it  is  useful  to  say,  provided  the  property  is  to  be  so  transferred,  provided  the 
Crown  in  the  right  of  Canada  is  not  interested,  it  is  not  required  for  public 
purposes. 

Senator  Hugessen:  That  is  entirely  my  point. 

Senator  Monette:  That  is  why  the  difference  exists  between  the  two. 

Senator  Farris:  You  have  ignored  my  illustration  of  where  two  different 
provinces  have  the  need  for  the  land,  and  they  give  it  to  one. 

Senator  Monette:  That  would  double  the  interest  of  the  Crown,  and 
under  section  4 there  would  be  a public  interest  in  the  Crown,  and  therefore 
the  Governor  would  not  be  authorized  to  sell  it,  as  far  as  the  transfer  of 
administration  is  concerned.  Under  the  amendment  the  deed  could  be  simply 
an  Order  in  Council,  provided  the  property  is  not  required  in  between  the 
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provinces;  and  the  other  ground — if  I may  say  so — provided  the  property  is 
not  required  to  be  kept  within  the  power  of  Canada  or  Her  Majesty  in  the 
right  of  Canada. 

The  Chairman:  We  have,  I think,  exhausted  the  things  that  can  be  said 
pro  and  con  in  relation  to  the  proposed  amendment.  If  there  is  no  further 
discussion  on  that  could  we  have  the  opinion  of  the  committee  as  to  whether 
this  insertion  by  way  of  amendment  should  or  should  not  be  made?  Are  you 
ready  for  the  question? 

Hon  Senators:  Question. 

The  Chairman:  The  question  is,  that  we  amend  this  bill  by  inserting  after 
the  word  “lands”  in  line  9,  “not  required  for  public  purposes  of  Her  Majesty 
in  the  right  of  Canada.”  Those  in  favour  signify  in  the  usual  way. 

The  Clerk  of  the  Committee:  Thirteen. 

The  Chairman:  Contrary,  if  any. 

The  Clerk  of  the  Committee:  Two. 

The  Chairman:  The  amendment  carries. 

The  other  suggestion  which  the  subcommittee  wanted  to  put  before  the 
committee  was  this,  that  the  words  which  immediately  follow  “public  lands” 
in  the  bill — 

Senator  Farris:  Before  you  pass  on:  take  note  that  those  in  favour  were  13! 

The  Chairman:  You  can  also  note  that  the  Chairman  did  not  vote! 

Senator  Farris:  That  intensifies  it. 

The  Chairman:  — the  words  “either  forever  or  for  a lesser  term”  have 
been  bothering  the  subcommittee,  and  there  was  some  concern  at  the  last 
meeting  about  them.  The  suggestion  we  have  come  up  with  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  committee  is  that  the  words  “either  forever  or  for  any  lesser 
term”  be  taken  out,  that  they  are  surplusage;  because  if  you  take  them  out, 
as  it  appears  to  us,  the  authority  given  under  this  subsection  would  be  exactly 
the  same  as  if  you  leave  them  in  there.  To  this  opinion  there  was  one  excep- 
tion. Senator  Monette  had  the  feeling  that  to  take  them  out  results  in  a better 
position,  and  leaving  them  in  creates  something  more  than  the  rest  of  us 
thought  it  did.  Senator  Monette  may  wish  to  explain  his  view.  What  we  feel 
is  that,  if  the  Governor  in  Council  may  order  the  transfer  of  the  administra- 
tion and  control  of  property,  if  he  is  given  that  authority,  he  has  an  absolute 
authority;  and  then  you  go  on  and  you  have  your  words  of  limitation  in  the 
bill,  “subject  to  any  conditions,  restrictions  or  limitations  that  the  Governor 
in  Council  considers  advisable.”  So  we  say  that  with  that  language  the 
Governor  in  Council  has  all  the  power.  Then  if  you  could  go  on  and  add  the 
words,  “forever  or  any  lesser  term”  you  are  adding  words  that  do  not  mean 
anything  to  the  sense  of  the  section. 

Senator  Haig:  You  are  right. 

Senator  Monette:  Here  the  committee  has  joined,  in  advance,  in  the 
meaning  of  the  remarks  of  Senator  Gouin.  This  amendment  provides  not  for 
the  transfer  of  the  property  but  for  the  transfer  of  the  administration  and  con- 
trol of  the  property.  Therefore,  if  you  add  to  that  the  words,  “forever  or 
for  any  lesser  term”  I cannot  imagine  it  remains  only  a transfer  of  administra- 
tion. It  is  a definite  transfer  “forever”  and  therefore  there  could  never  be  a 
possibility  for  Canada  having  transferred  the  administration  “forever”,  to 
recover  any  useful  right  in  that  property.  Suppose  there  was  a big  island 
of  some  great  importance  but  not  populated  at  all.  We  feel  at  present  that 
Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  the  United  Kingdom  would  be  the  key  state  to 
utilize  that  island  for  the  benefit  of  the  whole  Commonwealth  of  nations  or 
for  all  the  occidental  nations;  we  therefore  would  transfer  the  administration 
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and  control  of  such  island  to  Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  the  United  Kingdom. 
But  suppose  that  in  25  or  50  years  from  now  Canada  should  become  the  key 
country  to  help  all  those  nations  by  having  the  control  and  the  administration 
of  the  island;  then  we  should  have  the  right  to  take  it  back.  Yet,  if  the  terms 
of  our  previous  transfer  of  “administration”  to  Great  Britain' are,  under  the 
terms  of  this  amendment,  a transfer  “forever,”  we  would  have  no  right  to 
take  back  the  property.  So  instead  of  putting  in  the  words,  “forever  or  for 
any  lesser  term”  let  us  omit  them.  We  would  simply  transfer  the  administra- 
tion of  the  property  with  or  without  mentioning  a limit  of  time  but  not 
stipulating  “forever”.  Therefore,  when  such  time  comes  when  we  would  like 
to  take  back  the  island  we  would  then  discuss,  under  the  general  law,  whether 
we  could  claim  and  take  back  for  the  advantage  of  Canada  that  island,  the 
administration  of  which  we  had  not  transferred  “forever”.  So,  I am  afraid  that 
these  words  “forever”  might  be  construed  as  taking  away  Canada’s  right  of 
sovereignty  on  the  property  in  question. 

Senator  Gouin:  That  is  right. 

Senator  Aseltine:  I would  like  to  hear  what  Mr.  Munro  has  to  say  to  this, 
if  anything. 

The  Chairman:  The  earlier  lines  in  the  bill,  where  you  talk  about  the 
entire  or  lesser  interest  of  Her  Majesty,  would  still  remain.  Mr.  Munro  and 
I have  just  been  talking  privately  about  the  question  of  an  easement  which 
Her  Majesty  might  wish  to  create.  It  seems  to  me  that  an  easement  is  cer- 
tainly an  interest  in  land,  and  it  is  a lesser  interest  than  anv  entire  interest. 
So  even  with  the  words,  “forever  or  a lesser  term”  taken  out,  an  easement 
is  a type  of  interest. 

Senator  Connolly  ( Ottawa  West):  The  words  you  propose  to  take  out 
are  only  words  of  temporal  limitation. 

The  Chairman:  Yes.  We  were  proposing  they  be  taken  out,  and  Senator 
Monette  has  expressed  his  view.  I think  the  view  of  the  rest  of  us  on  the 
subcommittee  was  that  the  words  were  unnecessary  because  the  section  gave 
full  authority  to  deal  with  the  entire  interest  or  any  lesser  interest,  and  also 
the  authority  to  impose  terms  and  conditions.  That  is  everything  there  is. 

Senator  Haig:  Leave  it  at  that.  Conditions  might  change  in  ten  years. 

The  Chairman:  Certainly  we  do  not  want  to  do  anything  on  this  par- 
ticular item,  Mr.  Munro,  without  getting  your  viewpoint.  Do  you  wish  to 
express  a viewpoint  on  this  now? 

Mr.  Munro:  In  the  first  place  I cannot  advise  the  committee  whether  the 
Government  would  be  agreeable  to  the  amendment,  for  I have  not  had  any 
instructions.  As  to  the  proposal  itself,  may  I just  say  that  when  you  grant  land, 
for  instance  when  you  are  selling  your  house,  you  normally  grant  it  forever. 
You  do  not  have  the  right  to  take  it  back  at  any  time  in  the  future.  It  is 
given  forever.  Under  the  present  section  the  Governor  in  Council  has  authority 
to  sell  lands,  and  this  also  contemplates  the  idea  of  “forever”.  It  used  to  be 
and  it  still  is  a common  practice  in  some  places  in  a grant  of  land  to  use  the 
word  “forever”.  But  now  we  are  not  dealing  with  grants,  we  are  dealing  with 
the  transfer  of  administration  and  control,  and  it  may  be  necessary  to  spell 
out  more  specifically  what  exactly  we  mean  rather  than  just  use  the  word 
“sell”  or  “sale”  which  carries  with  it  a lot  of  legal  connotations.  In  dealing 
with  transfer  of  administration,  this  is  not  a field  where  technical  terms  have 
received  legal  meanings  over  the  years,  and  we  have  to  spell  it  out  more 
clearly.  So  I think  there  may  be  good  reason  for  spelling  out  quite  clearly 
what  the  right  of  the  Governor  in  Council  is  with  respect  to  the  transfer  of 
the  administration  of  land. 
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The  Chairman:  Supposing  by  order  in  council  there  was  a transfer  of  the 
administration  and  control  of  certain  lands  in  Canada  to  Her  Majesty  in  the 
right  of  the  United  Kingdom,  and  then  some  conditions  were  imposed  in 
relation  to  payments  and  the  use  to  which  the  property  might  be  put?  Would 
you  say  that  in* that  kind  of  a document  the  transfer  was  for  a limited  period? 

Mr.  Munro:  Unless  there  are  words  appearing  stating  the  limitation, 
I would  not  say  it  was. 

The  Chairman:  Then  you  don’t  need  forever  or  a lesser  terrti  in  the 
statute? 

Mr.  Munro:  You  might  need  “for  a lesser  term”. 

The  Chairman:  No.  If  the  Governor  in  Council  has  the  power  to  transfer 
the  administration  and  the  control,  then  that  means  he  can  transfer  the  entire 
interest,  which  the  statute  says,  “or  any  lesser  interest”. 

Senator  Connolly  ( Ottawa  West):  In  your  own  example,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
suppose  what  would  be  done  in  that  case  would  be  that  you  would  transfer, 
say,  to  the  United  Kingdom,  the  administration  and  control  of  these  lands  for 
a period  of  25  years? 

The  Chairman:  Yes. 

Senator  Connolly  ( Ottawa  West):  I suppose  it  could  be  assumed  that 
you  would  put  further  words  into  the  document  saying  that  at  the  end  of 
that  period  the  administration  and  control  would  revert  to  Canada? 

The  Chairman:  Yes. 

Senator  Connolly  ( Ottawa  West):  The  question  is,  can  you  do  that 
without  these  words  being  here? 

The  Chairman:  I think  you  can. 

Senator  Connolly  ( Ottawa  West):  I think  you  could.  I think  probably 
Mr.  Munro  would  agree  that  you  could. 

Senator  Monette:  In  Quebec,  our  law  is  that  if  you  transfer,  without 

determining  a time  limit,  the  administration,  enjoyment  or  control  of  a property 
without  transfer  of  ownership,  it  cannot  be  for  more  than  99  years.  More- 
over, within  that  time  you  could  give  a sufficiently  long  notice  to  take  back 
what  you  have  transferred,  for  you  are  not  bound  to  wait  until  the  limit  of 
a term  that  was  not  fixed.  If  then,  you  simply  transfer  the  administration  and 
control  of  a property  belonging  to  Canada,  would  you  say  it  is  “forever”  by 
nature  of  such  transfer? 

The  Chairman:  The  way  to  put  the  question  is  this.  If  the  Governor  in 
Council  is  given  the  authority  to  transfer  administration  and  control  of  lands 
with  respect  to  the  entire  interest  or  a limited  interest,  then  he  has  the  right 
to  transfer  forever  if  he  wishes  or  for  a limited  period.  But  it  is  not  required 
to  have  this  said  in  the  document. 

Senator  Monette:  No;  the  whole  aim  of  my  question  is  this,  that  if  you 
simply  transfer  the  administration  of  a property  without  saying  for  how  long 
a time— forever  or  not  forever — would  that  make  it  permanent? 

Mr.  Munro:  I would  think  so — it  would  be  permanent. 

Senator  Monette:  Well,  then  if  this  means  permanently  and  forever  we 
need  not  add  it. 

The  Chairman:  That  is  right. 

Senator  Monette:  If  it  does  not  need  that  we  are  adding  something  of 
substance  in  the  subsection  which  is  unnecessary. 
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Senator  Macdonald:  This  does  not  meet  the  objection  raised  last  week  in 
the  committee,  which  was  that  some  members  of  the  committee  did  not  feel 
that  this  transfer  of  the  administration  and  control  should  be  given  forever. 

Senator  Monette:  That  was  my  real  question. 

Senator  Macdonald:  And  that  the  amendement  as  proposed  does  not  meet 
your  view  at  that  time. 

Senator  Monette:  Not  fully,  because  I was  satisfied  after  discussion  that 
it  was  not  necessary  to  put  in  some  other  words,  and  simply  to  take  out  the 
words  “forever  or  for  any  lesser  term”.  I prefer  to  leave  it  as  under  the 
English  law,  and  not  that  when  we  transfer  the  administration  of  a property 
it  is  a tranfer  forever,  which  means  a transfer  of  all  the  rights  and  interests. 
I cannot  conceive  of  that.  I would  leave  it  as  under  English  law,  and  say  let  us 
give  only  the  power  to  transfer  the  administration,  and  later  on  if  we  need  to 
take  it  back  we  will  have  to  discuss  the  law  as  to  whether  we  have  a right 
to  take  back  the  administration  which  we  have  transferred  for  an  indefinite 
time. 

The  Chairman:  May  I point  out  that  I can  appreciate  Mr.  Munro’s  position 
here  today.  He  is  not  in  a position  to  express  a view  that  would  say,  “Yes,  this 
is  acceptable”;  and  I know  that  in  making  amendments,  whether  it  is  indicated 
to  us  that  the  amendment  is  acceptable  or  not,  we  still  proceed  with  it.  But 
in  this  type  of  bill  what  we  are  trying  to  do  is  to  create  the  best  sort  of  sub- 
section in  the  amending  bill  that  we  can,  when  we  have  it  before  us,  and  we 
have  not  had  any  particular  policies  in  mind  that  we  are  promoting  from 
one  angle  or  the  other.  If  there  is  no  urgency,  and  Mr.  Munro  felt  that  he 
wanted  to  discuss  it  with  his  seniors,  I would  have  no  objection  to  saying, 
“Well,  subject  to  what  the  committee  may  say  we  will  let  it  stand.”  What  have 
you  to  say  about  it,  Senator  Aseltine? " 

Senator  Aseltine:  I think  that  would  be  the  right  thing  to  do  under  the 
circumstances.  There  are  no  politics  or  anything  like  that  involved. 

The  Chairman:  In  a very  subtle  way  I suggested  that,  too. 

Senator  Gouin:  May  I ask  a question,  because  Mr.  Munro  might  take  it 
to  the  proper  officers  of  the  Government?  I would  like  to  be  satisfied  that 
Canada  does  not  lose  her  sovereignty. 

Senator  Connolly  ( Ottawa  West):  May  I ask  a question,  Mr.  Chairman? 
Suppose  in  some  of  the  northern  areas  where  the  DEW  Line  or  Mid-Canada 
Line  is,  and  where  the  installation  was  made,  as  it  was  in  some  cases  by  the 
United  States,  by  a foreign  power,  if  a Government  of  the  day  wanted  tp 
transfer  administration  and  control  of  the  land  required  for  that  installation  to 
another  country  how  could  it  be  done? 

Senator  Aseltine:  They  could  not  do  it  under  this  section. 

The  Chairman:  No,  they  could  not  do  it  under  this  section. 

Senator  Connolly  ( Ottawa  West ) : But  could  they  do  it  under  this  act? 

The  Chairman:  Yes. 

Senator  Connolly  ( Ottawa  West):  I was  just  giving  an  illustration. 

The  Chairman:  But  there  may  be  some  other  statute,  I do  not  know. 

Senator  Monette:  Under  an  empyteutic  lease  you  could  transfer  the  use 
of  the  land,  the  right  to  build,  and  so  on,  for  a term  not  exceeding  99  years, 
with  the  right  to  take  it  back  with  the  buildings  at  the  end  of  the  lease,  so  that 
the  parties  could  consider  what  would  be  their  interest  in  incurring  such  ex- 
penses in  having  such  a lease  with  a term  of  99  years.  But  when  you  say  you 
transfer  the  administration  of  a property,  you  do  not  say  you  sell  it,  and  I 
cannot  understand  that  expression,  sir,  when  you  say  “transfer  the  administra- 
tion and  control”,  and  then  “forever”.  There  is  already  in  section  4 the  right 
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to  sell,  so  why  not  say  “sell’.  If  you  want  to  be  authorized  to  sell  land  in  right 
of  the  Crown  to  another  right,  why  not  say  so?  If  you  transfer  administration, 
and  you  add  “forever”,  it  is  equivalent  to  disposing  of  the  whole  thing  forever — 
it  is  a sale. 

The  Chairman:  Is  it  the  pleasure  of  the  committee  that  we  adjourn? 

Senator  Haig:  I suggest  we  adjourn  for  one  week. 

The  Chairman:  Is  that  satisfactory? 

Senator  Aseltine:  I suggest  that  we  follow  your  suggestion,  Mr.  Chairman, 
so  that  Mr.  Munro  can  consider  the  matter  further  and  consult  the  Department 
of  Justice  and  any  other  department  that  is  interested,  and  we  will  deal  with 
it  more  fully  say  in  a week  hence. 

The  Chairman:  Yes,  and  the  point  on  which  we  are  adjourning  is  whether 
or  not  we  will  strike  out  these  words  “forever  or  for  any  lesser  term”? 

Senator  Aseltine:  Yes. 

Senator  Power:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I understand  the  observation  of  Senator 
Gouin,  he  is  arguing  on  another  point  apart  from  this  purely  technical  one,  if 
I may  say  so,  which  you  are  referring  to,  as  to  whether  we  will  strike  out 
the  words  “either  forever  or  for  any  lesser  term”;  he  is  discussing  a matter  of 
policy  as  to  whether  we  transfer  to  another  country  other  than  Canada  or  a 
province;  I think  he  has  in  mind  that  by  order  in  council  we  could  transfer 
to  Great  Britain — putting  it  quite  frankly — islands  in  the  north  of  our  country, 
or  Goose  Bay,  or  some  place  like  that.  I think  that  is  what  you  had  in  mind, 
Senator  Gouin,  is  it  not,  as  to  whether  we  could  do  that  by  order  in  council, 
or  should  have  legislation  to  do  it?  I understand  that  the  words  “administration 
and  control  of  the  entire  or  any  lesser  interest  of  Her  Majesty”  mean  “forever”. 

Senator  Aseltine:  No,  I do  not  agree  with  that. 

Senator  Power:  I understand  that  the  only  reason  that  the  Chairman 
would  strike  out  “forever”  is  that  he  thinks  that  is  in  there  already. 

The  Chairman:  That  is  so. 

Senator  Power:  Therefore  you  have  two  arguments  on  opposite  sides,  one 
to  strike  out  “forever”  for  two  reasons  or  more. 

The  Chairman:  That  is  right. 

Senator  Monette:  But,  senator,  whether  it  is  the  title  that  is  transferred 
or  an  interest  in  it,  the  transfer  is  only  the  administration  of  it,  so  it  would 
be  the  administration  of  the  whole  thing  or  the  administration  of  the  interest 
— it  is  not  a definite  sale. 

Senator  Macdonald:  But  the  word  “control”  gives  very  wide  powers.  I 
think  control  would  include  the  leasing  of  it  probably  to  some  other  person.  I 
think  the  word  control  is  much  wider  than  the  word  administration. 

The  Chairman:  The  question  before  us  at  the  moment  is  whether  we 
would  defer  further  consideration  of  this  so  that  Mr.  Munro  may  come  here 
at  another  time  to  discuss  it  from  the  department’s  point  of  view,  and  on  that 
question  how  does  the  committee  stand?  Are  you  agreeable  that  we  should 
adjourn  further  discussion. 

Hon.  Senators:  Agreed. 

The  Chairman:  There  being  no  further  business  before  the  committee 
the  committee  stands  adjourned. 

The  committee  thereupon  adjourned. 
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